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Mr, Jack R. Craig HRE-BJ
United States Department of Energy

Feed Materials Production Center

P.0. Box 398705 ‘

Cincinnati, Ohio 45239-8705

RE: Disapproval of the Proposed
Plan for the Interim Record
of Decision for OU #3

Dear Mr, Craig:

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.5. EPA) has completed its
review of the Proposed Plan (PP) for the Interim Record of Decision (ROD) for
Operable Unit (OU) 3. The PP proposes to decontaminate some 200 structures in
the Production Area, remove stored materials from the structures, dismantle
the structures, and store the majority of waste and debris prior to the finmal
ROD for OU 3 in improved storage structures. '

Although the PP generally explains the rationale for the interim action, the
PP does not fully discuss the scope and role of the interim action in relation
to other Production Area activities and the entire site claanup. Also the
plan incorrectly applies several of the nine evaluation criteria as specified
in the Nat{ional 01} and Hazardous Substance Contingency Plan.

The PP presents a risk assessment analysis for the purpose of supporting
documentation to satisfy the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA).
The risk assessment analysis presented in the PP is not required for such an
interim action under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation,
and Liabi1ity Act (CERCLA). Therefore, the risk assessment should be included
as an appendix to the PP with a discussion of 1ts NEPA requiremants specified
in the document. In addition, a risk assessment summary must be added to the
PP which should: (1) identify, describe, and justify all major risk
assessment assumptions; (2) identify and discuss all major types of risks,
including radiation, chemical, carcinogenic, and noncarcinogenic; (3) discuss
potential short-term impacts; and (4) discuss the propossd engineering
controls and monitoring.

Therefore, U.S. EPA disapproves the PP for the Interim ROD for OU #3 pending
incorporation of the attached comments.
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The United Statas Department of Energy must incorporate the comments into the
PP ano submit a revised document %0 U.S. EPA within thirty (30) cays receipt
of this letter. : '

Please contact me at {312) 886-0992 if you have any guestions.

Sincerely
A

Col e
yy AmeER. Saric

" Remedial Project Manager

cc:  Graham Mitchell, CEPA-SWDO
Pat Whitfield, U.S. DOE-HDQ
Nick Kaufman, FERMCO
Jim Thiesing, FERMCO
Paul Clay, FERMCO
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PROPOEED PLAN FOR INTERIM ACTION AT OPERABLE OWIT 3 '
GENERAL COMMENTS
cemmenting Organizatien: U.S, EPA Commentor: Saric
Swction #: N/A rage #: N/A Lina #: N/A

Original Ganeral Comment #1

comment: The {ntroductory section of the draft Propaosed Plan
(PP) for Intarim Action at Operabla Unit (QU) 3 should
first diacusa the purpose ¢f the PP and strasa the
importance of public input. Thie discussion should
fully explain that a separnte remedial investigation
and feasibility study (RI/FS) for this interim action
has not been conducted and that this PP tulfills the
National Oil and Hazardous Substance Pollution
Contingency Plan (NCP) requirement for a detailed
analysis ot alternatives, In addition, the first
paragrapha of the PP ahould identify the lead and
support agsenoias for the Superfund activitias belng
conduated at the Farnald Environmental Managemant
Project (FEMP) site.

‘commenting Organization: U.S8, EPA Commentor: Saric

Saction #: N/A Paga J: N/A Lina #: N/A

Original General Commant J2

cemment: 7The PP does not describe coordinatien of interim action
activities with all previously approved removal actions
(RA) Pbeing conductad or planned at OUl. The PP should
tully discuss the scope and reola of the interim action
for OU3 4in relation to other current and planned QU3
response actions. The tollowing RAs sheould be
discusesd in the PP:

RA #7 - Plant ) Pad Continuing Release
RA #9 - Removal of Waste Inventories

RA #13 -~ Plant 1 Ore Silos

RA f14 - Contaminatad Solls Adjacent to
Sewaga Treatment Plant Incinerator

. RA #15 - Scrap Metal Piles

’ RA #19 - Plant 7 Dismantling

RA #20 = Btapilization of Urany! Nitrats

inventories
. RA #24 -~ Pilaot Plant Sump
. RA #25 - Nitric Acid Tank Car and Area
. RA #26 - Asbestos Abstement Program
. RA #28 ~ PFire Training Faecility

1-1
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- commanting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric
Section #: N/A raga #1  N/A Lina #: N/A

original Generasl Comment #3

Comment: The scope and role of the inturim action and OU3 is not

' explained in relation to the whole sita, The PP should
daeacribe tha other OUs and the timing for responsa
actions for all QUs, The PP should also bhriefly
dascribe the numerous RAs, besides thoesa specifically
involving OU3 (see Original Genaral Comment #2},
becauaa these RAS play an important role in oversill
riak reduction at the PEMP site.

commenting Organization: U.8. EPA Commentor: Baric

Section #: N/A Paga #: N/A Line #: N/A

Original General Comment #4

Conment: The PP discussas both Alternative No. 0, No Astion, and
Alternative No. 1, No Interim Action. The Alternative
No. 0 disoussion is unnecaessary and should be deleted.

Commenting Organizatjon: U,3. EPA Commantor: Saric

Section £: N/A Page #: N/A A Line #: N/A

original General Commant #5 :

Commant: The definitions ef tha nine evaluation criterim are not
wholly consistant with those contained in the NCP and
U.8. BPA’s RI/FB guidance. The definitions ghould be
revised in accordance with the appropriate speciflc
tachnhical commants that follow,

commenting Organization: U,§, EPA . Commentor: Saric

saction §: N/A rage #: N/A Line #: N/A

original Genexal Comment 76 ,

Comment: The evaluation criteria of Overall Protection of Humen
Health end the Environment and Reduction of Toxicity,
Mobility, or Volume of Contaminants Through Treatnent
were not properly applied during the deteiled analysis
of alternatives and tha comparison of altarnatives.
These sactions nead to be revised in accordance with
the appropriata specific technical comments that

follow.
SPRCIFIC COMMENTS
_commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric.
section #: 1.0 Page #: 1-1 Line #: N/A

original Specific Comment Fl
Comment: In accordance with U.S. EPA’‘S "Guidance on Prxuparing
superfund PDecision Documents: The Proposad Plan, The

1-2
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Record of Dacision, Explanation of Significant '
Diffarences, The Kecord of Lecision Amendment,” datad
July 1989, the purpese of tha PP should be discussaed at
_the very beginning of the documant. Section 1.3 should
tharafore be movad o Saction 1.0. '

P.o?

Conmenting Organjzation: U,8. EPA. Commentox: Saric

section #: 1.0 Page #: 1-1 Line #: 17

Original Bpseific Qomment #2

Comment: In acoordance with V.S. BEPA quidance, o brief
discussian identifying the lead and support agencies
for Superfund activities at the FEMP site and the role
of each agency in remedy selection should be added
atter the sentence identifying the statutory authority
being usad to investigate and clean up the PEMP sita.

Commenting Organizatiaon: t.8. EPA Commentor: Saric

Saction #: 1.1 Page #: 1-3 and 1-4 Lina #: 12-39, 1=13

Original Specific Comment #3

Comwent: Although it is important to intorm the community that
without the interim action, exposure to FEMP
contasinants is and wauld be controlled by current
maintenanae and monitoring programs, presenting this
point bafore presanting the rationale for the interim
action makes the argument for interim action lass
compelling. The raticnale for the interim action
should therefore bc moved before the discuasien of
current maintenance and monitoring progranms.

conmenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Sarie

Section #: 1.1 Page #: 1-4 . Line p: 1l4-28

original Spacific comment #4

Comment: The rationale in this paragraph should be strengthened

_ significantly. First of all, U.S. EPA guidance is not

the "driver™ for this action, nor does it givs
permission to propose an interim action. The :
Comprehansive Environmental Responae Compansation and
Liability Act (CERCLA) as amended by the Superfund
Amendment and Reauthorization Act (SARA) and the NCP
mandate that the lead agency, the U.S. Department of
Energy (U.8. DOE) in thims casg, take action to reduce
risk as soon as pessinle. U.S. DOE is not given
permission to act. It is instead required to fulfill
its responsibilities as the lead agency for ‘
implementing the Superfund program at its facilities.
In propesing this interim action, which should mave 4
years and over $300 million dollars, U.8. DOE is
meeting its responsibilities as the lead agency. This
parsgraph should be revised to re-present the rationale

1=3
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for this interim action. This paragraph should alsc be
nade the first paragraph in Section 1.1. - '

" commenting Organization: U.8. mPA . -- -Commentor: -Saric
Section #: 1.1 . Page #: 1-~4 Line #:1 14-28
Original Specific Comment 25 :

Comment: This paragraph should specifically reference U.S8. EPA’s
“guide to Developing Superfund No Action, Interim
Action, and Contingency Remedy RODs," dated Apri]l 1991.
Thia guick refaerence fact sheet gives an exaxple of an
interim action that diractly applies to this proposed
interim action. The fact sheet statas that "Relocating
contaminated material from one area of a site (e.q.,
residential yarda) to another arga of the site for
temporary storage until a2 decision on how hest to
managa site wastes is made” is one possible type of
interim action.

Commenting Organizatioen: U.S. EPA Comrentor: saric

Section #: 1.2 Page #: 1-5 Line #: N/A

original Specific Comment ye&

Comment: This section anhould explain in more detail the scope

: and rolo of this interim action in relatien to 0U3I and
in relation to ather OUs and RAs, ecpecially those
involving decontamination and dismantling (DsD) of QU3
componants (Plant 1 Ore S8iloa and Plant 7 Dismantling).
Ses Original Goneral Commenta J2 and 3,

commenting Organization: U.S8. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section £ 1,2 Page #: 1-8& Line #: 7-12

Original Spacific Comment #7 ‘

Comment: The wording of this paragraph makes it seem that the
availablility of funding is the primary consideration in
scheduling specific OU3 components for D&D. The
primary consideration in scheduling D&D should ke risk
reduction. The most contaminated and dilapidated
structures should underqo D&D fizst. This paragraph
should be ravised to strass these points.

cCommenting Organization: U.8. EPA : Commnantor: Saric

section F: 1.2 : Page J: 1-6 Line #: N/A

Originsl Specific Comment #8

Comment.: The primary ceason for implaementing this interim action
is to save time in implementing the OU3l ramady. The
graphic in the draft Fact Sheet for the PP sntitlsd
"Comparison of Schedules tor the Alternatives®
illumtratas how the interim action saves time and

1-4
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should be included in this section of the PP er
elsswhere in the PP, as appropriate.

commenting Organization:  U.8, EPA ‘ Commantor: Ssaric

section #: 2.3 Page #: 2-12 and 2-13 Line #: All

original Specific Comment #9 -

comment: This section doas not mention many of the related RAg
for QUl. BSeveral of thepe RAs addrees DED of specific
OU3 components. This section should be reviged to
include all the RA® being conductad or planned for 0U3l.
See Original Genaral Commant #2.

connmenting Organization: U.8. EPA Commentor: Barie

Section #: 1.0 Page #: N/A Line #: N/A

Original Specific Comment #10 -

Comment: A subsection should be sdded to the end of Section 2.0

. that gualitatively summarizes risks associated with

OU3. As required by U.8. EPA quldance, this new
subaection should conclude with the following
statement: "Actual or threatened releagses of hazardous
substances from this sita, §f nat addressed by the
preferred slternative or one of the other aotive
neasures considered, may present a current or potential
threat to public health, wWelfare, or the environment,"

Commanting organization: U.5. EPA Commentor: Sarioc

Raction #: 3.1 Page #: 3-1 Line #: 8-16

original apacific comment #£1l1

comment: This section should be deleted because it ia
unnecessary. Tha @iscussion of the No Interim Action
alternativae je sufficiont to maat the NCP raquirement
for evaluation of a no action alternative.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Sarie

Section fF: 3.4 Page #: 3I=-6 Line #: 14-18

Original Specific Comment #12

Comment: This paragraph should bs revised to stresg that tha
schedule for OUJ componant D&D will be based primarily
on risk reduotion and will taxs intc consideration the
availability of funds, technical considsrations, and
other facters. S8ee Origlnal Specific Comment #8.

commenting Organization: U.5. EPA Commentor: Sarie

Section #: 4.1 Page #: 4-) Line #: 8-23

original Specific Comment #11

Comment: Alternatives are evaluasted against nins evaluation
criteria, not seven evaluation criteria. The modirying

1-8
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eriteria of state acceptance and community acceptance.
should be added to the pulieted list. The paragraph
after the list mhould discuss the three categories the
nine oriteria fall into ~ threshold, balancing, and
nadifying - and should explain what sach category
means. To the extent that state and community eoncarns
are known, thay should be discugsed in the PP, Also,
the diacussion of state and community scceptance in
Lines 17 to 23 should be moved to separate sections
aftar Section 4.1.7.

Commenting Organization: VU,S8. EPA Commentor: Saric

. section fF:

4.1.1 Page #: 4-1 and 4-2 Line #: Al

original Specific Cumment #14

Camment:

The explanation of the *Overall Protection of Human
Heelth and the Environment® criterion should be revised
to conform to the definition in the NCP and U.8, EPA‘s
RT/PS guldance, Specifically, the first sentence and
Lines 2 through 5 on Page 4-2 ghould be revised.

8imply stated, this criterion assesses whather an a
alternative can provide adeguate protection in both the
short- and long-tarm through eliwminating, reducing, or
controlling expoeure to sontaminants. This eriterion
explains how adegquate protaction is achieved and
considars short=term or cross-media impacta.

commanting Organization: U.8. EPA cCommentor: Saric

Section #:

4.1.2 Page #: 4-2 . Line ¥: 6-10

Original Specific Comment #15

Comment:

The explanation of the "Compliance with ARARs”
criterion should be revised in accordance with the
definition in the NCP. Also, the acrenym YARAR" ahould
be defined, and the vaiver congept should be explained.
The acronym "TBC" should 21so be defined and explained,
specifically how ¢riteria, policy, or quidance to be
considered (TBC) ditfer Irom applicable or relavant and
appropriate requirements (ARAR). 1In addition, the word
hfinal” on Lina 7 should be deleted; all CERCLA
remedial actions (final or intarim) must attain ARARE
or provide grounds for a waiver.

commenting Organlization: U.$8. EPA Commentor: Saric

Saction #:

4.1.2 Page #: 4-2 Line #: 22-24

original Specific Comment #16

Commant :

An NCP citation should bec provided for this statement
or elne the statement should be delated.

1-6
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Compenting Organization: tU.S. EPA. Commantor: Sarie
Section F: 4.1.5 Page /: 4= Line #: 20-22

original Specific Comment 717
- Comment: The refarences to the preferrad alternative should be
) deleted from thim dimcussion bucause this diacussion

explains the evaluation criteria and dces not present
the alternatives evaluation. This saction should
provida additional information regarding what the
reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume of
contaminants oritarion evaluates. This section should
also explain that although some treatment im proposed
in Alternatives 2 and 3, the reduction of toxicity,
mobility, or volume of contaminants critarion will be
fully evaluated as part of the PS5 for tha final oun
remadial action. U.S. DOE should note that
decontamination is not in and of itself treatment that
reduces the toxieity, mobility, or volume of

contaminants,
commencing orqanizatibn: U.S. EPA Commentot: Saric
BSgction #: 4.2.6 -~ Page Ft 4-8 , Line #: 7-9

Qriginal Specific Commant Jia
Commant: This section should discuss the administrative
- difficulty in continuing to addrass the daeteriorating
condition of OUJ componants using yemoval authority. ,
continuing by using removal authority raguires multiple
studies, plans, regulatory review, and public comment
perieds for similar actions.

Commenting organization: U.S. BPA _ Comumentor: Saric

Section #: 4.2 Page #: 4-B Line #: N/A

Original Specific Comment #19 :

Comment: New subsections should be added to address the criteria
of State Accaptance and Community Acceptance.

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

-Section #: 4¢.3,.8% Page #: 4-15 Line #: 24

Original Specific Comment #20 :

Comment: Decontamination itsalf does reduce the mobility of
contaminants because it doea not treat the contaminants
-~ it marely tranafers them to other medila. On=-site
traatment of contaminants will ocgour using exiating
FEMP facilities based on the discussion in Section 3.0.
The discussion in this section should be revised
acecerdingly.
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Commanting Organization: U.S, EPA Commentox: Saric
section #; 4.3 Page #: 4~16 Line #: N/A

Original Specific Comment p21
Comment: New subsactione should be added to address the criteria
’ T 7 of State Acceptanca and Community Accsptanca. :

Conmenting organization: U.S, EPA Commentor: Saric
Seation #: 4.4,1 Page #: 4-18 Line p: 1-2
original Spacific Commant #22 :

Comment: This sentence statas that Altarnative 3 could rasult in
a potential accseleration of tha olasnup of OU3. Bafors
and after this section, the acceleration of the 0Ul
cleanup by implemsnting Altarnative 3 is presented in
more certain terms. This sentence should be canaistent
with other similar atatements in the PP. Also, the
graphic from the draft Fact Sheet for the PP entitled
YComparison of Schedules for the Altarnatives" should
be added to this section because it {llustrates the 4-
year time savings that will result from implemsnting
Alternative 3 vary wall. -

- tommanting Organization: U.S. EPA Conmantor: Saric
Section #:  4.4.85 pPage #: 4-30 Line #: 1-12
original Spacific Commant #2113
comment: The discussion in this section should ba revised in

~ accordance with Original Specific Comment #20,

Commenting Organisation: U.S. EPA Comnmentor: Saric

section #: 4.4 Page #: 4-=31 Line #: N/A

origina) Specific Comment #24

Comment: New subsectians should be added to aqdress thae criteria
of State Acceptance and Community Acceptance.

Commenting Organization: U.5. EPA Commentor: B8Saric
Section #: 5.1.1 Page #: 8-1 to 8-~3 Line #: N/A
Original Specific Comment #35 : '

Conment: The criterion of Overall Protection of Human Health and
the Environment {8 a threshold criterion; it is not
measured {n degr¢es of overall protaction. Tha
detailed analysis iduntifias all thrae alternatives as
being protactiva, each using different methods. This
section and Tabhle 5-1 should be ravised to delets
refaraencas to ona alternative providing greater
protectiveness than another.

1-8
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Commentiné Organization: U.8. EDA Commeantor: Saric
Section #: 5.1.3 ° Page #: B8-5 Lina #: N/A

original Specific Comment #26
Comment: The discussion in this section and Table 5-1 should be
R revised in accordance with Original Specific Comment

#20. Undsr the criterion of Reduction in Toxicity,
Mobility, or Volume of Contaminants Through Treatment,
all comparisons and avaluations must be made in regard
to treatment, not other nontraatment factorg, even .
though athor nontreatment. factors wmay reduce toxicity,
mability, or volume of contaminants.

Commenting Organization: U.,8. EPA Commentor: Baric

Saction #: 5.1.6 Page ¥: S8 Lina #: 15-20

original Spacific commant #37

Comment.: The section should includa a discussion of the
difficulty in continuing to address the deterioration
of the 0U1 components using rewoval authority. .8See
Original Specific Comment #18B. '

commenting organization: U.S8. EPA . Commentor: Saric

Section #1 5.1 ' Paye #: 56 Line #1 N/A

Original Specific Comment #28 '

comment: New subsections should be added to svaluate haw the
three alternatives compare to sach other against the
Statas Acceptlance and Cammunity Acceptance criteria.

Commenting Organizatien: U.S. EPA Commentor: Saric

Section #: 5.2 rage #: 5-6 Line #: 19-21

Originsl Specific Comment #29

comment: This aentence should be reviesd by the deletion af the
phrase "to the maximum extant possible,"

Commenting Organization: U.S. EPA Commentor: S§arice

Section #: 6.0 Fage #: N/A Line f: N/A

Original Specific commant #30 ‘

commant: The purpose of Section 6.0 is unclear. This type of
discuesion is not reguirsd by CERCLA regulations or
guidance. Unless U.5. DOE has some ather reason to
include it, it should be deleted.

Commenting Organjization: U.8. EPA Commentor: Sarie

Seation #: 7.0 Page f:1 N/A Line #: N/A

Original Specific Commant #31 i

cormant: In the final PP, the dates of the public comment period
and the dats, time, and place of the public meeting
shouuld be included in this section. ‘
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